AE is a patient who suffered a right hemisphere stroke resulting in visual neglect symptoms. In the first experiment, AE neglected a single visual target that was present in half of the trials and appeared in variable and unpredictable positions on the computer screen. The contrast of the target to the screen's background was also varied. AE demonstrated severe neglect for left-sided targets, and yet his RTs to targets reported incorrectly as absent were faster than correct rejections and even right-sided hits. AEs fast "neglect" responses seem to indicate that the target was detected but that he remained unaware of its presence. Counter intuitively, his fast misses got faster as the discriminability of the target decreased. The possibility that fast responses to neglected targets reflected a guessing strategy, used proportionally to the degree of uncertainty of a target presence, was examined. AEs fast misses were indeed faster at lower level of contrast of the stimulus, but his error rate did not tend to approach the chance level as the guessing model would predict. In a second experiment, AE searched for the letter Z, present on half of the trials, among variable sets of distractor letters. In one condition the distractors were all O's and therefore differed from the target by an elementary feature. In the other condition, the distractors were various letters that differed from the target by combinations of features. The key finding was that fast responses to neglected targets occurred only in the simple feature search task and not in the complex features (conjunction) task. We interpret these findings as indicating that AEs pre-attentive processing can detect pop-out targets on the left-hand side, but that the attentional search is faulty and is aborted early. Hence, the patient's attentional system has an "early start" when "pop-out" forms are present, but can also fail to "grab" the detected target; consequently, by not attending to a stimulus, the patient remains unaware of its presence and will quickly respond "no" to present targets.
Introduction
Visual neglect is most often seen after damage to the right hemisphere and one of its main features is defective exploration of the left side of space, or more generally of space contralateral to the lesion [70, 86, 87] . When patients with neglect are tested in a typical visual search task in which a previously defined target can appear unpredictably in several locations of the field of vision, such patients often wrongly report left-sided targets as absent. In addition, even when left targets are correctly reported as present, these patients may show significantly slower response times (RTs) to left targets than to targets that occupy right-sided locations. When the visual field is cluttered with visual distractors, and particularly when these appear on the right side, a further decrease in these patients' search efficiency to a left-sided target is also observed [7] . In general, neglect has been interpreted as reflecting the damage to attentional * Corresponding author. Tel.: +47-77-646372; fax: +47-77-645291.
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mechanisms. The "spotlight/zoom" account of attention posits that spatial attention normally selects an area of space and enhances its content [44] . Brain lesions could damage this mechanism so that the attention window could become unable to disengage or unlock from right-sided information [38, [64] [65] [66] 69 ]. In those occasions in which damaged attention mechanisms actually succeed in disengaging and shifting, the attention window may do so at an abnormally slow rate and/or be directed onto a wrong location of the search field (e.g. it may undershoot the target's location, cf. [7, 53] ). Some studies have also observed that the speed of response tends to be rather variable in these neglect patients [2, 5, 60] . One interesting phenomenon is that, despite the fact that a patient's response is generally slow, one occasionally observes rather fast RTs to left-sided targets. This may not be surprising if we do not simply view the damage to attention as an all-or-none phenomenon, so that the actual probability of a left target of capturing attention is never zero [2, 5] . Indeed, it is now clear that spatial attention is modulated by other more general attentional factors, such 0028-3932/02/$ -see front matter © 2002 Elsevier Science Ltd. All rights reserved. PII: S 0 0 2 8 -3 9 3 2 ( 0 1 ) 0 0 2 3 0 -5
